Abstract: What, if anything, is wrong with taking advantage of people's unjust circumstances when they both benefit from and consent to the exchange? The answer, some believe, is that such exchanges are wrongfully exploitative. I argue that this answer is incomplete at best, and elaborate a different one: to take advantage of injustice is to become complicit in its reproduction. I also argue that the case for third-party interference with mutually beneficial and consensual exchanges, while normally considered weak, is strengthened once these exchanges are understood as implicated in broader unjust structures.
Introduction
The prevailing liberal ethos prizes voluntary and mutually advantageous transactions and generally urges that they be protected from interference. Yet such transactions sometimes raise moral red flags. One sort of concern -the one I shall focus on in this paper -arises when one party takes advantage of an unjust situation to get the other party to agree to transact on her terms. What, if anything, is wrong with such advantage taking? And when, if ever, are third parties justified in preventing its occurrence? I shall argue that standard answers to these questions are incomplete at best. It is typically assumed that what is at stake is exploitation. But exploitation is only part of what might make such transactions wrongful; a distinct sort of wrong is more appropriately labeled complicity in injustice. Thus framing the issue is not just a question of theoretical accuracy but also has important practical implications.
My argument will proceed as follows. Section 2 presents three cases that illustrate the problem of taking advantage of injustice and distinguishes that problem from related issues of moral concern. Section 3 assesses the view that such advantage taking is 2 wrongfully exploitative. Section 4 sketches a different view: to take advantage of injustices is to become implicated in their reproduction. In section 5 I shift focus from the ethics of twoparty exchanges to the ethics of third-party interference with such exchanges, arguing that the case for interference is strengthened once individual exchanges are understood as complicit in broader unjust structures. Section 6 sums up the results of my inquiry.
Setting the stage
The following cases illustrate the phenomenon explored in this paper.
Clinical Trial: B suffers from a serious but treatable disease. Because he is poor and lives in a country that doesn't provide its citizens with basic health care, he lacks access to effective treatment. Pharmaceutical company A wants to conduct a clinical trial of a new and promising treatment for B's condition. In order to reduce costs and get more convincing results A prefers to test the treatment against a placebo rather than against an existing active treatment. However, A predicts that a placebo-controlled trial wouldn't pass ethical review in a country where patients with the disease in question receive the existing treatment because it would require withholding that treatment from subjects who would otherwise get it. So it is decided to conduct the trial in B's country instead. When approached with the offer to participate in the trial, B accepts. He is fully aware of what participation entails. He knows that he will only have a 50% chance of receiving the experimental treatment, but figures that a 50-50 chance is better than no chance at all -the only alternative given his circumstances.
Sweatshop Labor: B is a small farmer in a poor country with a largely agrarian economy.
International trade policies established by more powerful countries have made it increasingly difficult for farmers like B to sell their goods on the domestic and global markets. As a result, 3 B can no longer rely on his plot of land to provide for his family. He lacks training for other available jobs and cannot expect aid from friends, family, or the state, so the situation looks grim. Then B learns that a newly established factory in a nearby town hires unskilled workers to produce running shoes for a multinational company. Eager for work B presents himself to A, the local manager. A is quite frank: he is willing to hire B, but the job involves hard work, long hours, and low pay. "Take it or leave it," A says. "If you're not interested there are many others who would happily take your place." Seeing no other way to earn an income, B accepts A's offer. Domestic Work: B lives in a middle-income country where ethnic minorities, and especially their female members, face heavy discrimination. Because she is a minority woman, B is excluded both from most education and employment opportunities available to the majority and from most such opportunities available to minority men. However, as a single mother B needs whatever income she can get. She consequently finds herself moving between various temporary and poorly paid jobs. Right now B is out of luck: she has just been laid off and has no other job in sight. Relatively well off majority couple A proposes to hire B as a domestic servant for subsistence wage. B has no illusions about the job: she knows from previous experience that she will have to work hard, can expect little appreciation, and risks being fired on a whim. However, unwilling to turn down what she sees as the only decent way of feeding herself and her children, B accepts A's offer.
Analogous cases arise in a range of different contexts. 1 Many feel uncomfortable about such cases, but it is difficult to pin down why. To be sure, poor people have often been harmed by 1 People might not only choose to participate in clinical research or work in precarious conditions for low wages because these are the best options their constrained circumstances 4 participating in clinical research, working in sweatshops, and (perhaps less clearly so) performing domestic work. But that isn't the case here. On the contrary, in each case B benefits from the transaction. Accepting A's offer makes B better off than they were before or would've been had they turned it down. There is a cost involved, of course, but the expected benefit makes the transaction all things considered advantageous to B.
Nor does it seem that B fails to give valid consent to the exchange. , 1996) , chapter 4. While I believe that these latter activities raise precisely the issues I discuss in this paper, I shall leave them out of the discussion because they also raise other issues that would easily distract our attention.
Kidney sales, prostitution, and commercial surrogacy are sometimes considered intrinsically objectionable, whereas work and participation in clinical research normally are not. 
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This is the line of reasoning I shall explore in this paper. To make any progress at all we must of course assume that B's situation is indeed unjust, and not merely unfortunate. This assumption is admittedly not beyond criticism in any of the cases. Nor is it particularly controversial, I think, but rather consistent with most plausible theories of justice. 4 The problem of taking advantage of injustice should be distinguished from two other thorny issues surrounding cases of this sort. The problem arises regardless of one's views on these issues, and to keep my discussion focused I shall remain neutral on both of them. The first issue is whether A is responsible for B's plight prior to interacting with B. It might be argued that A isn't taking advantage of just any injustice, but of an injustice that A has helped create in the first place. Consider Clinical Trial. Pharmaceutical companies are arguably themselves responsible for the inadequate access to drugs that allows them to conduct placebo controlled rather than active controlled trials in developing countries.
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However, we should distinguish between the moral status of creating injustices and the moral status of taking advantage of injustices once they exist. Even if A is to blame for having caused B's plight in the first place, we still need to ask whether and why A deserves additional blame for then seeking to profit from B's plight. 4 For an extensive defense of the claim that the background conditions obtaining in cases like Critics of the transaction specific view hold that we cannot disregard the context in which transactions occur when assessing whether they are exploitative. In particular, we cannot disregard injustices in the background conditions from which the transactions arise.
Essential to at least some forms of exploitative exchange is the fact that they prey on preexisting unjust social arrangements. 11 What raises concern about exploitation in our cases is not (only) how B can expect to fare as a result of the exchange, but (also) the wretched circumstances that make B agree to it.
I doubt that the connection between exploitation and background injustice is quite as tight as the critics contend. As several authors have noted, taking advantage of injustice seems neither necessary nor sufficient to render transactions exploitative. 12 That it isn't necessary can be shown by removing the background injustices from our cases while leaving them otherwise intact. In Domestic Work B agrees to work for A because she lacks other options. Now suppose that this lack of options doesn't reflect discrimination, but instead 11 Sample, Exploitation; John E. hard work, low pay, no security. If we found the exchange as initially described exploitative,
should we now revise that judgment? I don't think we should.
Changing Sweatshop Labor in an analogous way illustrates the same point.
Suppose that B has been left without livelihood not because of trade agreements forced upon his country by more powerful nations (injustice), but because his land has been lost through gambling (voluntary choice) or destroyed in a freak fire (bad luck). 13 Should we worry less about exploitation if B accepts to work in sweatshop conditions for either of these reasons?
Again, I don't think we should. In neither case do our concerns about exploitation seem to turn on whether B is the victim of injustice, for these concerns remain if we imagine that B is instead the victim of bad luck or their own imprudence.
14 While not necessary for exploitation, it might still be argued that taking advantage of injustice is sufficient to render transactions exploitative. Ruth Sample holds this view. She writes: "If we gain advantage from an interaction with another, and that advantage is due in part to an injustice he has suffered, we have failed to give him appropriate respect". 15 13 We must assume, of course, that B's vulnerability to accidental fires isn't itself rooted in injustice. This assumption might not hold, for instance, if B is unable to obtain insurance due to unjust poverty.
14 The argument in this paragraph and the preceding one is inspired by Mikhail Valdman's lengthier and more sophisticated argument to the same effect. See Valdman, "Exploitation and Injustice," pp. 554-55.
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And, on her theory, failing to respect others when we seek to benefit from interacting with them constitutes exploitation.
The view that taking advantage of injustice suffices for exploitation might seem easy enough to dismiss. Wertheimer offers the following counter-example:
Unjust Firing: B has been unjustly fired from a law firm where she was making $150,000 per year. A community college offers her a position to teach law courses for $40,000 per year, the maximum salary that it can offer.
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Here A (the community college) appears to take advantage of an injustice done to B.
However, assuming (as Wertheimer seems to do) that $40,000 per year is a passable salary for the job in question, it seems far-fetched to say that A wrongs B. In particular, B couldn't plausibly claim that A exploits her: "B's complaint is the law firm, not the community Concerned Neighbor: C, a woman in A's neighborhood, learns about how A treat B and is deeply concerned. She thinks B is paid too little and works too hard, and she genuinely wants to help. But C is also elderly and needs assistance with daily household tasks and with caring for her sick husband. Lacking a family willing to help, she proposes to hire B for the job. At first B is reluctant: she would have to quit working for A to adequately assist C and wants to make sure that C really offers a better deal. C explains that B would be expected to work considerably less than at A's house and would enjoy a more convenient schedule. C also proposes to pay more. But because she isn't as well off as A and her husband has considerable medical expenses, she cannot afford more than a modest wage increase. B is aware that a majority woman probably wouldn't feel compelled to accept such an offer. But she also realizes that it represents a clear improvement over working for A. Consequently, B accepts C's proposal.
Here C takes advantage of a structural injustice. If B had fair access to education and the labor market, she would have other ways of securing her subsistence than working on either A's or roughly following Young's usage, I disagree (as explained below) with some of her substantive claims about responsibility for such injustice. 14 C's terms. She would be able to demand higher pay and better conditions in return for her domestic services, or seek some different kind of employment. C uses B's unjust situation to obtain B's agreement to an exchange that B wouldn't have accepted in a just world.
But does C exploit B? While it might be claimed that she does, I am inclined to think otherwise. Surely the point with calling C an exploiter is to say she wrongs B in some non-trivial way. But C does much to help B, much more than anyone else is prepared to do.
Moreover, C could easily use B's situation to secure a better deal for herself at B's expense (by offering a lower wage, say, or demanding longer days). In fact, C appears to do the best she can for B given her own constrained situation. Contrast this with our introductory cases, where A could benefit B more without seriously compromising their own welfare, but choose not to. Here the charge of exploitation appears more appropriate.
19 I am not suggesting that C's conduct is completely morally innocent in Concerned Neighbor, only that it doesn't seem rightly labeled exploitative. If I am right about this, then taking advantage of injustice -even structural injustice -is insufficient for exploitation.
To conclude, the transaction specific view seems correct about the relationship between exploitation and background injustice. We should look at outcome rather than 19 It might be argued Concerned Neighbor involves exploitation, but of a different kind than our other cases. Mayer distinguishes between "discretionary exploitation", where A could offer B fair terms but choose to offer unfair terms instead, and "structural exploitation", where A cannot offer B better terms because of the constraints they face. See Mayer, "Sweatshops, Exploitation, and Moral Responsibility". There is certainly an important distinction between these types of exchange, but I am not convinced that the latter should be labeled exploitation. position weakened also by perfectly just background conditions. We should distinguish the claim that exploitation and structural injustice tend to coexist from the claim that they are conceptually connected.
Also, to deny that background injustices in themselves make exchanges exploitative is not to deny their relevance to the morality of these exchanges altogether. The fact that it is an injustice -and not just any weakness -that A take advantage of in our cases does, I believe, matter to our evaluation of their conduct. I thus disagree with Wertheimer's claim that "even when B's suffering is rooted in social injustice, it may (reasonably) be 
Complicity
Turning other people's unjust circumstances into profit for oneself isn't morally innocent, even if they consent to and benefit from the exchange. Exploitative or not, such behavior raises another, less familiar concern, which I shall now explore. People act together when each one conceives of his or her action as furthering a shared end and their respective conceptions overlap sufficiently. Each one is then accountable for everyone else's actions and for the consequences of their joint project regardless of whether he or she contributes causally to or intends these actions or consequences.
One difficulty with using this approach for present purposes is that structural injustices often aren't the result of any joint project, but instead of uncoordinated actions of large numbers of agents each pursuing their individual interest. 25 More importantly, even when structural injustices are the result of joint projects, as surely they sometimes are, many of those who take advantage of these injustices don't participate in these projects. In Sweatshop Labor, for instance, B loses his livelihood because of deliberate and coordinated international trade policies established by affluent countries. However, A hardly identifies himself as acting together with the makers of these policies, but rather opportunistically capitalizes on their effects. So A isn't complicit on intentional grounds.
c) Complicity and character
The character-based approach doesn't seem any better suited for explaining how one might become complicit in structural injustices by taking advantage of them. 
d) Causal complicity
We are left, then, with the causal approach, which considers individuals accountable for harms to the extent that they contribute causally to them. Returning to our cases, can A be regarded as complicit, in such a causal sense, in the structural injustices that they take advantage of when interacting with B? I believe they can. Now the causal approach faces an important challenge that needs to be tackled before proceeding further. Like many other collective harms, structural injustices tend to be produced by causal mechanisms that are highly complex and difficult to survey. This approach helps address concerns about causal overdetermination. Perhaps the individual pilot didn't end up contributing to the devastation of Dresden, but when he first set out on the mission it was surely likely that he would contribute. Despite his actual causal inefficacy, which was essentially due to luck, the pilot shares responsibility because of the riskiness of his conduct. Similarly, if A engages in behavior that collectively reproduces structural injustice he is implicated in that injustice insofar as ex ante he risks contributing to it, even if ex post he turns out to be lucky enough to have made no actual difference.
Concerns about the inascertainability of individual contributions can be addressed in a similar way. Ex ante attributions of responsibility for risky conduct do not seem to require that we identify an agent's precise causal relationship to a very specific harm.
Suppose a group of workers operating heavy and complex machinery decide to get drunk on the job. We consider each of them responsible for their recklessness because we have some general idea of the sorts of harm that might occur in their line of work and of the effects of alcohol on people's behavior. No full account of the causal role of each one in some very clearly defined accident is needed to make that judgment. Nor is such an account needed for 30 May, Sharing Responsibility, p. 44.
holding A accountable for risking contributing to the injustices they take advantage of. What is required is some general conception, of the sort developed below, of the role of such conduct in the reproduction of these injustices.
What about the concern about marginal contributions? Adopting an ex ante perspective allows for at least a partial response here too. From such a perspective, it will often be uncertain whether an individual contribution to a collective harm will be marginal or substantial. One factory's emissions may or may not end up significantly influencing the already poor air quality in a heavily industrialized area; either way, the manager arguably shares responsibility for the unhealthy air because he risks having an influence.
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But there is another and perhaps better response. Given the vastness of the structures A profit from, it appears that A's impact on these structures, considered in their entirety, can only be negligible. However, it is unclear that we should adopt such a broad view. Structural injustices are indeed very general scourges, but in the final analysis they are constituted by individual agents acting in response to structural constraints and possibilities, thereby constraining and enabling others. 32 The impact of single exchanges may appear miniscule when seen from the perspective of overall structures, but not when seen from the individual level where structures are reproduced. In Domestic Work, for instance, A are highly unlikely to make much difference to the extent of racial and sexual discrimination in their country as a whole, but less unlikely to contribute to discriminatory attitudes and 31 A distinct point is that small contributions could sometimes tip the balance toward the occurrence of some harm that otherwise wouldn't occur at all. See Gardner, "Complicity and is then strictly speaking motivating someone else to oppose reform. In this respect, A is like somebody who hires a killer whose deeds she cannot later avert. Both create a reason for wrongdoing the subsequent commission of which they cannot influence. Second, it isn't clear 24 that creating reasons for wrongdoing is innocent in strictly individual cases either. Putting oneself in a position where one foresees, or should foresee, to find it difficult to resist acting wrongly is arguably itself blameworthy whether or not one later proves capable of resisting.
Perhaps somewhat more surprisingly, the transaction might make B, too, less likely to strive for change inasmuch as it makes the status quo more tolerable. For B himself such acceptance is most likely a price well worth paying for the benefit on offer. Accepting A's proposal is, after all, B's best option given his constrained circumstances; I do not mean to trivialize this fact. However, B's acceptance of the status quo may undercut the attempts of other victims of injustice to collectively achieve a more just state of affairs. So while the individual B benefits the class of B's stands to lose. And in the long run even the individual B might risk losing if he has more to gain from organized change than from the transaction.
Further, it is worth noting that many mutually advantageous transactions also benefit third parties. When such transactions presuppose an unjust status quo, they give these third parties reason to oppose change. Consider Clinical Trial, where future patients stand to gain from a new and potentially better treatment and the host community from job opportunities and improved care infrastructure at the trial site, among other things. 
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A second way to contribute to structural injustice by taking advantage of it is through the expressive meaning of one's action. Now what actions express tends to be ambiguous, and care must be taken to avoid overly strained interpretations. But there is at least one interpretation that seems quite straightforward. By turning structural injustice into personal gain one signals that such conduct is morally permissible. 34 One thereby contributes to legitimizing similar advantage taking on the part of others similarly placed. By hiring B for subsistence wage in Domestic Work, for instance, A might send the message to (say) their friends and neighbors that they too may legitimately hire unemployed minority women for subsistence wage. That is, A encourages others to enter into exchanges that, as argued above, risk reinforcing incentives to resist structural reform.
In addition to this fairly obvious message, agents who take advantage of injustice also arguably send another one, subtler but no less worrisome. Note that A interacts directly with B in all our cases. In an important sense, A therefore comes face to face with injustice. B lacks something that she is entitled to and that A possesses, but that -so the terms of the transaction stipulate -A isn't going to give her for free. Now it might not be A's duty to repair B's unjust circumstances; I have deliberately left that question open. But somebody has such a duty. It doesn't seem too far-fetched to think that by deliberately not repairing B's circumstances, A sends the message that those who ought to repair them may neglect doing so as well. Consider Clinical Trial again: by deliberately withholding medical treatment to which B is entitled, A might suggest that those who should secure that treatment (the state, perhaps, or the international community) may continue withholding it as well. In this sense, A contributes to the continuing neglect of injustice.
A might respond that they in fact deplore the circumstances that lead B to transact and have no intention to encourage passivity on the part of those responsible for 34 For a similar point, see Anwander, "Contributing and Benefiting," p. 43.
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repair. However, the meaning of one's actions doesn't flow straight from one's own intentions or beliefs, but is partly constituted by the recipient and the broader context. 35 So A may well end up entrenching tolerance for B's unjust situation without wanting or intending to, making that situation less likely to change.
e) Avoiding, justifying, and compensating for complicity
I have said that complicity is a pro tanto wrong. As such it should be avoided, other things being equal. Perhaps the possibility of taking advantage of structural injustices without becoming complicit shouldn't be excluded altogether. Certain isolated exchanges arising from such injustices might be too brief to create any lasting incentive to maintain them and too private to communicate tolerance for them to anyone else. However, even very brief and private exchanges may contribute, if only slightly, to normalizing broader practices, and vast numbers of exchanges -such as those our cases depict -are in fact public and extended in time. Here one can avoid complicity only by refraining from taking advantage of injustice.
This requires interacting on terms that the other would accept if background conditions were just. More concretely, avoiding complicity in Clinical Trial requires designing the study so that B might consider participating even if he had access to treatment -that is, testing against that treatment instead of placebo. In our other cases it requires offering a wage and working conditions that B would accept if he still had the option of living off his land (Sweatshop Labor), or if she had fair access to education and the job market (Domestic Work). Of course, other things aren't always equal. Individuals and organizations may find themselves constrained in ways that make non-complicit interaction practically impossible, prohibitively demanding, or unreconcilable with more stringent moral requirements. In Sweatshop Labor, for instance, A might claim that he operates on the margin and simply cannot offer a wage and working conditions that B would find sufficiently attractive to choose the factory over the farm if both alternatives were available without jeopardizing his family's only means of subsistence. Indeed, A might add, offering a job in sweatshop conditions might be the best he can do for B given his own precarious situation.
While complicity is a wrongful element of the exchange in such circumstances, other considerations outweigh it, making A's involvement in the exchange justified on balance.
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Yet complicity calls for some response. Here, as Iris Marion Young argues, it seems inappropriate to blame A or demand compensation for his involvement in injustice, but appropriate to expect him to join others in political action aimed at more just structures and institutions.
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While this response might suffice when complicity is unavoidable or justified by weighty countervailing considerations, it seems too lenient when no such extenuating circumstances obtain. Suppose A's appeal to his family's interests is not quite sincere. Then I believe shouldering the sort of political responsibility Young advocates is not enough. After advantage taking is wrong, and even that it constitutes complicity, he doesn't elaborate on these claims. 37 This is also why B shouldn't be blamed for their involvement in injustice in our cases. It follows from the causal approach to complicity that I have defended that both A and B are complicit. However, B's complicity is outweighed by more important considerations -their need for medical care or subsistence -and hence justified. Justice, pp. 96, 109 . I believe such responses are sometimes appropriate because I don't agree that ascertaining precise causal contributions is necessary for holding individuals accountable. While I recognize the value of Young's model of political responsibility, I don't think individuals should be spared blame and compensation as easily as she suggests -at least not in cases like those discussed in this paper.
Responsibility for
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injustice who unlike B do not consent to or benefit from the exchange. The distinction between exploitation and complicity has generally been overlooked, perhaps because they tend to coexist in practice -as, indeed, I believe they do in our introductory cases. However, the two can come apart. We have seen that transactions can clearly be exploitative when there is no injustice to be complicit in, for instance if A secures an unfair deal by taking advantage of B's bad luck or imprudence.
Less obviously, transactions can involve complicity but no exploitation. In Concerned Neighbor C takes advantage of the discriminatory system that leaves B without better options. If B had fair access to education and the labor market she would be able to seek more attractive employment elsewhere. Yet the claim that C wrongfully exploits B seems strained because C does her best to benefit B: she simply cannot afford to pay more for the assistance she needs. The same goes for other equally constrained advantage-takers, such as the hard-pressed sweatshop manager just considered.
The charge of complicity seems less strained in such cases because complicity in injustice is not a wrong primarily suffered by an individual party to an exchange. While C doesn't treat B unfairly in Concerned Neighbor, she does risk contributing to the broader injustice framing their exchange. She gives herself reason to resist ending the discrimination that makes minority women willing to assist her at a price she can afford. She also sends the message that others too may profit from and neglect repairing that injustice. C is on balance justified in taking this risk, but her complicity requires her to join the collective pursuit of less unjust structures. 40 40 Those who, unlike me, would call C an exploiter might agree that her conduct is on balance justified but creates political responsibilities. See Mayer, "Sweatshops, Exploitation, and Moral Responsibility," pp. 615-16, 619.
Interference
I have argued that analyzing two-party exchanges that take advantage of injustice in terms of complicity yields a different moral assessment than analyzing them in terms of exploitation. A further important difference emerges when we consider whether the state or other third parties may justifiably interfere with such advantage taking. Interfering with voluntary and mutually advantageous transactions in order to protect one of the parties from exploitation is not easy to justify. For such interference seems both harmful to and disrespectful of those one seeks to protect -harmful because it removes what they see as their best option, and disrespectful because it denies their exercise of autonomy in important self-regarding matters.
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Returning to Sweatshop Labor might elucidate these two points. Suppose the government in B's country, shocked by the exploitation of sweatshop workers, decides to ban sweatshops. Should B welcome this attempt to protect him from exploitation? On the contrary, it seems. Given that B has no other way of providing for himself and his family, losing the opportunity to work in the sweatshop severely sets back his (and his family's) interests. Also, by removing an option that B would have voluntarily chosen for B's own 41 These are familiar enough points, commonly made both in general terms and (with certain variations) with reference to practical issues such as commercial surrogacy, prostitution, Seeing things through the lens of complicity allows us to respond to the libertarian in a different (but not incompatible) way. A consensual and mutually advantageous transaction between A and B might be prohibited in order to prevent A from reinforcing the injustice that makes B agree to the transaction. Like the collective strategic argument, this argument appeals to the interests of parties beyond the actual transaction. However, it takes an even broader view of the interests at stake. The point isn't to advance the interests of B or the class of B's by influencing the terms of a particular transaction or transaction type. The point is to address structural injustices affecting many more people across many different forms of interaction. It is to advance the interests of these larger social segments that A is prevented from taking advantage of and thereby reinforcing structural injustice when interacting with B.
The complicity argument (as we might call it) shares an attractive feature with the strategic argument: it doesn't deny B's capacity to make his or her own choices. The reason for interference isn't to protect B from being taken advantage of regardless of B's own view on the matter. Instead, the reason is to protect others with a stake in the exchange. 46 There are in principle as many ways to approach such balancing as there are basic conceptions of distributive justice. A utilitarian approach would recommend interference if it maximizes aggregate net benefit, a Rawls-inspired maximin approach would recommend interference if it advances the interest of the worst-off better than non-interference, and so on.
Which approach to embrace is too large and thorny an issue to be treated systematically here.
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The complicity argument admittedly has important limitations. First, it rests on hard-to-prove empirical assumptions. Whether interference is justified depends on what the effects on structural injustices will be, and that may obviously be difficult to tell. Now the complicity argument doesn't in principle differ from the strategic argument in this respect, but there may be a considerable difference in degree. The complicity argument may look more utopian because the desired effects are likely to be more distant and uncertain. Second, as with many collective strategic interventions, difficult trade-offs between interests are needed.
Since we are dealing with mutually advantageous transactions, interference will harm both A and (barring strategic considerations) B. These harms are no less real because they are incurred in the course of rectifying structural injustices. The complicity argument might look not only utopian, but dangerously so. However, it isn't always unreasonable to prioritize large-scale social change over individual interests.
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It is worth stressing that there is no conflict between the complicity argument and the strategic argument. Both may support interfering with one and the same transaction.
That is, interference may aim at both securing better terms for B (or the class of B's) and addressing the broader injustice that make B (or the class of B's) willing to settle for less. The complicity argument might tip the scales in favor of interfering when there are strategic reasons for, but other reasons against, interference. But it shouldn't be ruled out that it might carry the day even when strategic reasons don't apply. 47 Again, how competing interests should be weighed raises fundamental questions about distributive justice that are beyond the scope of this paper.
Conclusion
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Deep structural injustices form part of the backdrop against which contemporary social and economic life plays out. It is no exaggeration to say that many exchanges take advantage of injustice. Does that fact affect their moral legitimacy? I have argued that it does, but not for the reason typically proposed. While it is true that many such exchanges are exploitative, it isn't the background injustice that makes them so. The relevance of background injustices to the ethics of individual exchanges is better understood in terms of complicity. To take advantage of structural injustices is to risk contributing to their perpetuation -even when those taken advantage of consent to and benefit from the exchange, and even when they aren't exploited. Complicity in injustice is often a comparatively minor wrong, and difficult to avoid, but it is still a wrong requiring justification or compensation. I have also suggested that recognizing complicity as a distinct wrong alongside that of exploitation makes it easierthough hardly trivial -to justify third party interference with exchanges that prey on structural injustice. My analysis has admittedly focused rather narrowly on one type of human
interaction. Yet I hope it might contribute to the much broader task of clarifying how we should respond, individually and institutionally, to the pervasive injustices that surround us. 
